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THE REPLY FILED 12 July 2006 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 

1 . S The reply was filed after a final rejection, but prior to or on the same day as filing a Notice of Appeal. To avoid abandonment of 

this application, applicant must timely file one of the following replies: (1) an amendment, affidavit, or other evidence, which 
places the application in condition for allowance; (2) a Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee) in compliance with 37 CFR 41.31; or (3) 
a Request for Continued Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. The reply must be filed within one of the following 
time periods: 

a) Q The period for reply expires months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

b) ^ The period for reply expires on: (1) the mailing date of this Advisory Action, or (2) the date set forth in the final rejection, whichever is later. In 

no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

Examiner Note: If box 1 is checked, check either box (a) or (b). ONLY CHECK BOX (b) WHEN THE FIRST REPLY WAS FILED WITHIN 

TWO MONTHS OF THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 706.07(f). 
Extensions of time may be obtained under 37 CFR 1.136(a). The date on which the petition under 37 CFR 1.136(a) and the appropriate extension fee 
have been filed is the date for purposes of determining the period of extension and the corresponding amount of the fee. The appropriate extension fee 
under 37 CFR 1.17(a) is calculated from: (1) the expiration date of the shortened statutory period for reply originally set in the final Office action; or (2) as 
set forth in (b) above, if checked. Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of the final rejection, even if timely filed, 
may reduce any earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 

2. D The Notice of Appeal was filed on . A brief in compliance with 37 CFR 41 .37 must be filed within two months of the date of 

filing the Notice of Appeal (37 CFR 41.37(a)), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 41.37(e)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. Since 
a Notice of Appeal has been filed, any reply must be filed within the time period set forth in 37 CFR 41 .37(a). 
AMENDMENTS 

3. □ The proposed amendment(s) filed after a final rejection, but prior to the date of filing a brief, will not be entered because 

(a) CD They raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ They raise the issue of new matter (see NOTE below); 

(c) D They are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the issues for 

appeal; and/or 

(d) D They present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: . (See 37 CFR 1 .1 16 and 41 .33(a)). 

4. □ The amendments are not in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121. See attached Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment (PTOL-324). 

5. □ Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

6. □ Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment canceling the 

non-allowable claim(s). r \c s 

7. [3 For purposes of appeal, the proposed iffiesitBfiitf(s): a) □ will not be entered, or b) S will be entered and an explanation of 

how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: 14,15. 55. 56. 73. 74,114.115,1 26. 127.159,1 60. 1 75. 176,191 and 1 92 . 
Claim(s) objected to: . 

Claim(s) rejected: 1-13,16-54.57-71.75-113.116-125,128-158.161-174.177-190 and 193-195 . 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: . 

AFFIDAVIT OR OTHER EVIDENCE 

8. □ The affidavit or other evidence filed after a final action, but before or on the date of filing a Notice of Appeal will not be entered 

because applicant failed to provide a showing of good and sufficient reasons why the affidavit or other evidence is necessary and 
was not earlier presented. See 37 CFR 1.116(e). 

9. □ The affidavit or other evidence filed after the date of filing a Notice of Appeal, but prior to the date of filing a brief, will not be 

entered because the affidavit or other evidence failed to overcome ajl rejections under appeal and/or appellant fails to provide a 
showing a good and sufficient reasons why it is necessary and was not earlier presented. See 37 CFR 41 .33(d)(1 ). 

10. □ The affidavit or other evidence is entered. An explanation of the status of the claims after entry is below or attached. 
REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION/OTHER 

1 1 . S The request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: 

see below. 

12. □ Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s). (PTO/SB/08 or PTO-1449) Paper No(s). 

13. □ Other: . 
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Applicants contend that the prior art (Liu et al., US Patent Application Publication 2005/0005044) does not teach the limitation of "the 
application circuit includes a mapping driver that maps logical addresses to physical addresses." The Examiner disagrees with this 
assessment for the following reasons. 

First, it was explained on page 4 of the Office Action mailed on 5/12/2006 that the corresponding application circuit is the Storage 
Virilization Controller (SVC) shown in figures 3 and 4 of Liu et al. 

Second, figure 3 of Liu et al. shows that the SVC (200) is located between a Host entity (10) and a plurality of Physical Storage Devices 
(PSD, 420), and any access to the PSD by the host has to go through the SVC and under the control of SVC, including the mapping of the 
address from logical domain to the physical domain. 

Third, it was explained on page 4 of the Office Action mailed on 5/12/2006 that the SVC includes a mapping driver that maps logical 
addresses to physical addresses [a Storage virilization Controller, abbreviated SVC, is a device the primary purpose of which is to map 
combinations of sections of physical storage media to logical media units visible to a host system. IO requests received from the host 
system are parsed and interpreted and associated operations and data are translated into physical storage device IO requests (paragraph 
0005); the primary function of a storage virilization controller, abbreviated as SVC, is to manage, combine, and manipulate physical 
storage devices in such a way as to present them as a set of logical media units to the host. Each LMU is presented to the host as if it 
were a directly-connected physical storage device (PSD) of which the LMU is supposed to be the logical equivalent. In order to 
accomplish this, IO requests sent out by the host to be processed by the SVC that will normally generate certain behavior in an equivalent 
PSD also generate logically equivalent behavior on the part of the SVC in relation to the addressed logical media unit. The result is that 
the host "thinks" it is directly connected to and communicating with a PSD when in actuality the host is connected to a SVC that is simply 
emulating the behavior of the PSD of which the addressed logical media unit is the logical equivalent (paragraph 0010)]. 

Thus, it is clear that the SVC (i.e., the application circuit) includes a mapping driver "the primary purpose of which is to map 
combinations of sections of physical storage media to logical media units visible to a host system," and "IO requests received from the 
host system are parsed and interpreted and associated operations and data are translated into physical storage device IO requests," 
which is the mapping of logical into physical address. 

Applicants also contend that the mapping into physical address id performed by the PSD instead of the SVC by citing "the PSD parses 
the request frame to determine the nature of the operation to be performed and the section of the media on which it is to be performed." 
The Examiner disagrees with this assessment for the following reasons. 

First, the PSD only "parses" the request to extract the information (nature of operation such as read or write, and the physical address), 
it does not "map" logical address into physical address. 

Second, according to the American Heritage College Dictionary, the definition of the word "parse" is "to break (a sentence) down into its 
component parts." With respect to the action of the PSD parsing the request, it is "to break the request down into its component parts," 
where the component parts include "the type of operations (read/write)" and "the physical address" which has already been translated (or 
mapped) by the SVC. ~ 

Applicants further contend that, regarding claim 37, Liu et al. fail to show, teach or suggest the limitation of "receiving at least one of 
arm position data and spindle control data from an application circuit." 

It is noted that, as was explained on page 16 of the Office Action mailed on 5/12/2006, claim 37 was rejected by the same reasons as 
presented in claim 1 and in conjunction with claim 3. 

It is further noted that, as was explained on page 13 of the Office Action mailed on 5/12/2006, claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Liu et al. (US Patent Application Publication 2005/0005044), in view of Applicants' admission of 
teaching from prior art, and further in view of Hyde et al. (US 5,751 ,514). 

Particularly, it was explained that 

"With respect to claim 3, Liu et al. do not explicitly mention a spindle motor driver, a read/write arm driver and a read channel driver. 

However, Liu et al. teach that the storage device may be hard disk drives (paragraph 0045). A hard disk drive is a well-known and 
widely used commercial product, and these components (a spindle motor driver, a read/write arm driver and a read channel driver) are 
typical components associated with a hard disk drive. 

Further, Applicants admitted in figures 1 and 2 of their disclosure that the storage device includes a spindle motor driver (figures 
1 &2, 30), a read/write arm driver (figures 1 &2, 58) and a read channel driver (figures 1 &2, 34). The BACKGROUND section of 
Applicants' Specification (paragraphs 0002-0010) also provide the same teaching from the prior art. 

Still further, Hyde et al. disclose in their invention "Intelligent Disk Drive Having Spring Contacts on a Board Assembly for 
Connecting to Exterior-Facing Electrical Contacts Coupled to a Spindle Motor" a hard disk assembly (HAD) and a printed circuit board 
assembly (PCBA) that is attached to the HAD which includes a spindle motor driver (column 1, lines 1-25), a read/write arm driver (column 
6, lines 19-30) and a read channel driver (column 7, lines 13-19)." 

Thus the disputed limitation of "receiving at least one of arm position data and spindle control data from an application circuit" is 
taught by Hyde et al. as well as Applicants' admission of prior art. 

Therefore, the Examiner's position regarding the status of all claims remain the same as stated in the previous Office Action. 




Pierre bataiue 
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